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DETAILED ACTION 



This action is responsive to application 09/868,664 filed 6/20/01 as well as the 
Amendment After Non-Final Rejection filed 6/1/05 and Request for Corrected Filing 
Receipt filed 1/12/05. Claims 1-20 filed by the applicant have been entered and 
examined. Applicant's arguments have been fully considered, but are moot in view of 
new grounds of rejection necessitated by amended subject matter in the action on the 
merits of claims 1-20 appearing below. 

Priority 

Acknowledgment is made of applicant's claim for priority based on application 
09/218.478 filed in the United States on 12/22/98. 

Claim Objections 

Claim 20 is objected to because of the following informalities: 
Regarding claim 20: 

- 'claim 20' on page 5, line 1 would read well as 'claim 19' 

- Xd)(i)' on page 5, line 3 would read well as '(a)(i)' 

- '(d)(iiy on page 5, line 5 would read well as \a){\\y 

Appropriate correction is required. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed 
or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the 
subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject 
matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made 
to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was 
made. 

Claims 1-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Amado United States Patent Number (USPN) 5,701,400 "Method and apparatus for 
applying if-then-else rules to data sets in a relational data base and generating from the 
results of application of said rules a database of diagnostics linked to said data sets to 
aid executive analysis of financial data" (Dec. 23, 1997) in view of Tatsuoka USPN 
6,260,033 "Method for remediation based on knowledge and/or functionality" (Filed Nov. 
16, 1998) in view of Foster "FRA: Teaching Financial Accounting with a Goal-Based 
Scenario" (September 1995) in view of and in further view of Bogle et al USPN 
6,353,923 "Active debugging environment for debugging mixed-language scripting 
code" (Filed Jan. 30, 1998). 
Regarding claim 1: 

Amado discloses a computer-implemented (column 96, lines 26-39) method (Title) for 
creating a presentation (column 77, lines 20-67; column 78, lines 1-3). 
However, Amado doesn't explicitly disclose a computer-implemented method for 
creating a presentation, comprising: (a) matching a profile against a simulation domain, 
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wherein the profile comprises a set of criteria and identifies a desired aspect for a 
current simulation task, (b) presenting information indicative of a goal, (c) integrating 
information that motivates accomplishment of the goal, (d) monitoring progress toward 
the goal and providing feedback that further motivates accomplishment of the goal, 
wherein the feedback is in accordance with the profile and (e) displaying details of the 
computer-implemented method and displaying the presentation as the presentation 
executes, wherein the presentation provides a cognitive educational experience while 
Tatsuoka teaches (a) matching a profile against a simulation domain (column 64, lines 
21-53), wherein the profile comprises a set of criteria (column 47, lines 18-43) and 
identifies a desired aspect for a current simulation task, Foster teaches (b) presenting 
information indicative of a goal (page 178, right column, paragraph 3), (c) integrating 
(page 177, left column, paragraphs 1-2) information that motivates accomplishment of 
the goal (page 175, GOAL-BASED SCENARIOS section; page 176, left column), (d) 
monitoring progress toward the goal and providing feedback (page 185, left column, 
paragraphs 2-4) that further motivates accomplishment of the goal, wherein the 
feedback is in accordance with the profile and (e) displaying (page 181 , The 
Recommendation Report section, paragraph 1) the presentation (page 181, Figure 3) as 
the presentation executes, wherein the presentation provides a cognitive educational 
experience and Bogle et al teaches (e) displaying details (column 1 1 , lines 38-49) of the 
computer-implemented method (column 7, lines 60-67; column 8, lines 1-38) and 
displaying the presentation as the presentation executes, wherein the presentation 
provides a cognitive educational experience. 
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Motivation - The portions of the claimed method would have been a highly desirable 
feature in this art for providing the human test subject with the knowledge he does not 
have {Tatsuoka, column 8, lines 40-46), constructing a realistic task {Foster, page 175, 
right column, paragraph 2) and debugging a virtual application that contains program 
language code from multiple compiled and/or interpreted programming languages 
{Bogle et al, Abstract). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made, to modify Amado as taught by Tatsuoka, 
Foster and Bogle et a! for the purpose of providing the human test subject with the 
knowledge he does not have, constructing a realistic task and debugging a virtual 
application through programming realistic simulation/presentation domain objectives as 
a function of student knowledge goals. 
Regarding claim 2: 

The rejection of claim 2 is similar to that for claim 1 as recited above since the stated 
limitations of the claim are set forth in the references. Claim 2's limitations difference 
teachings: instantiating {Tatsuoka: column 61, lines 49-67) a particular {Tatsuoka: 
column 41, lines 64-67, column 42, lines 1-32) feedback {Tatsuoka: column 46, lines 
59-67, column 47, lines 1-43) model based on characteristics {Tatsuoka: column 39, 
lines 50-60) of a target user. 
Regarding claim 3: 

The rejection of claim 3 is similar to that for claim 1 as recited above since the stated 
limitations of the claim are set forth in the references. Claim 3's limitations difference 
teachings: receiving {Amado: column 32, lines 60-67, column 33, lines 1-6) and 
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analyzing {Amado: column 68, lines 1-9) user responses using an expert system 
{Amado: column 76, lines 66-67, column 77, lines 1-67, column 78, lines 1-3) to 
determine details of the computer-implemented method {Amado: column 96, lines 26- 
39) to display. 
Regarding claim 4: 

The rejection of claim 4 is similar to that for claim 1 as recited above since the stated 
limitations of the claim are set forth in the references. Claim 4's limitations difference 
teachings: browsing details of an object {Bogle et al: column 10, lines 57-64) as the 
presentation executes {Bogle et ah column 13, lines 50-67). 
Regarding claim 5: 

The rejection of claim 5 is similar to that for claim 1 as recited above since the stated 
limitations of the claim are set forth in the references. Claim 5's limitations difference 
teachings: displaying source code {Bogle etal: column 10, lines 57-64) of the 
presentation as the presentation executes {Bogle etal: column 13, lines 50-67). 
Regarding claim 6: 

The rejection of claim 6 is similar to that for claim 1 as recited above since the stated 
limitations of the claim are set forth in the references. Claim 6's limitations difference 
teachings Bogle et al: modifying {Bogle et al: column 13, lines 1 1-24) the presentation 
based on user indicia as the presentation executes {Bogle et al: column 13, lines 50- 
67). 
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Regarding claim 7: 

The rejection of claim 7 is similar to that for claims 1 and 3 as recited above since the 
stated limitations of the claim are set forth in the references. Claim 7's limitations 
difference teachings: capturing {Foster page 180, paragraphs 2-3, page 181, left 
column, paragraphs 1-2, page 183, left column, paragraph 2) portions {Foster, page 
182, Figure 4; Tatsuoka: column 8, lines 47-53, column 47, lines 55-67, column 48, 
lines 1-17, column 68, lines 33-55) of the presentation in response to user indicia 
{Foster page 181, The Recommendation Report section, paragraph 2) as the 
presentation executes {Bogle et al: column 13, lines 50-67). 
Regarding claim 8: 

The rejection of claim 8 is similar to that for claim 1 as recited above since the stated 
limitations of the claim are set forth in the references. Claim 8's limitations difference 
teachings: tailoring {Tatsuoka: column 7, lines 53-61) feedback {Tatsuoka: column 46, 
lines 59-67, column 47, lines 1-43) based on user indicia {Tatsuoka: column 39, lines 
50-60) as the presentation executes {Bogle etal: column 13, lines 50-67). 
Regarding claim 9: 

The rejection of claim 9 is similar to that for claim 1 as recited above since the stated 
limitations of the claim are set forth in the references. Claim 9's limitations difference 
teachings: presenting a tailored {Tatsuoka: column 7, lines 53-61) simulation {Tatsuoka: 
column 64, lines 21-63) based on user indicia {Tatsuoka: column 39, lines 50-60) as the 
presentation executes {Bogle et al: column 13, lines 50-67). 
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Claims 10-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Amado in view of Gardner et al USPN 5,239,617 "Method and apparatus providing an 
intelligent help explanation paradigm paralleling computer user activity" (Aug. 24, 1993) 
in view of Tatsuoka in view of Fosfer and in further view of Bogle et aL 
Regarding claim 10: 

Amado discloses an apparatus (Title) that creates a presentation (column 77, lines 20- 
67; column 78, lines 1-3), comprising: logic (column 32, lines 1-31). 
However, Amado doesn't explicitly disclose an apparatus that creates a presentation, 
comprising: (a) a processor that runs a computer program to create the presentation, (b) 
a memory that stores information under the control of the processor, (c) logic that 
matches, a profile, a simulation domain, wherein the profile comprises a set of criteria 
and a desired aspect for a current simulation task, (d) logic that presents information 
indicative of a goal, (e) logic that integrates information that motivates accomplishment 
of the goal, (f) logic that monitors progress toward the goal and provides feedback that 
further motivates accomplishment of the goal, wherein the feedback is in accordance 
with the profile and (g) logic that displays details of the computer program and that 
displays the presentation as the presentation executes, wherein the presentation 
provides a cognitive educational experience while Gardner ef a/ teaches (a) a processor 
(column 3, lines 67-68; column 4, lines 1-14) that runs (column 10, lines 53-70; column 
1 1 , lines 1-15) a computer program to create the presentation and (b) a memory that 
stores (column 7, lines 44-68; column 8, lines 1-16) information under the control of the 
processor, Tatsuoka teaches (c) logic (Figs. 3-4, 1 1) that matches a profile against a 
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simulation domain (column 64, lines 21-53), wherein the profile comprises a set of 
criteria (column 47, lines 18-43) and identifies a desired aspect for a current simulation 
task (column 53, lines 8-45), Fosfer teaches (d) logic (page 181, Figure 3) that presents 
information indicative of a goal (page 178, right column, paragraph 3), (e) logic that 
integrates (page 177, left column, paragraphs 1-2) information that motivates 
accomplishment of the goal (page 175, GOAL-BASED SCENARIOS section; page 176, 
left column), (f) logic that monitors progress toward the goal and provides feedback 
(page 185, left column, paragraphs 2-4) that further motivates accomplishment of the 
goal, wherein the feedback is in accordance with the profile and (g) logic that displays 
(page 181, The Recommendation Report section, paragraph 1) the presentation (page 
181, Figure 3) as the presentation executes, wherein the presentation provides a 
cognitive educational experience and Bogle et al teaches (g) logic (Fig. 7) that displays 
details (column 1 1 , lines 38-49) of the computer program (column 7, lines 60-67; 
column 8, lines 1-38) and that displays the presentation as the presentation executes, 
wherein the presentation provides a cognitive educational experience. 
Motivation - The portions of the claimed apparatus would have been a highly desirable 
feature in this art for achieving a user goal and explanations tailored to what the system 
perceives such goal to be {Gardner et al, column 3, lines 50-55), providing the human 
test subject with the knowledge he does not have {Tatsuoka, column 8, lines 40-46), 
constructing a realistic task {Foster, page 175, right column, paragraph 2) and 
debugging a virtual application that contains program language code from multiple 
compiled and/or interpreted programming languages {Bogle et al, Abstract). Therefore, 
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it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made, to modify Amado as taught by Gardner et al, Tatsuoka, Foster and Bogle et 
al lor the purpose of achieving a user goal, providing the human test subject with the 
knowledge he does not have, constructing a realistic task and debugging a virtual 
application through programming realistic simulation/presentation domain objectives as 
a function of student knowledge goals. 
Regarding claim 11: 

The rejection of claim 1 1 is similar to that for claim 10 as recited above since the stated 
limitations of the claim are set forth in the references. Claim 1 1's limitations difference 
teachings: logic that instantiates {Tatsuoka: column 61, lines 49-67) a particular 
{Tatsuoka: column 41, lines 64-67, column 42, lines 1-32) feedback {Tatsuoka: column 
46, lines 59-67, column 47, lines 1-43) model based on characteristics (Tatsuoka: 
column 39, lines 50-60) of a target user. 
Regarding claim 12: 

The rejection of claim 12 is similar to that for claim 10 as recited above since the stated 
limitations of the claim are set forth in the references. Claim 12*s limitations difference 
teachings: logic that receives {Amado: column 32, lines 60-67, column 33, lines 1-6) 
and analyzes {Amado: column 68, lines 1-9) user responses using an expert system 
{Amado: column 76, lines 66-67, column 77, lines 1-67, column 78, lines 1-3) to 
determine details of the computer program {Amado: column 96, lines 26-39) to display. 
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Regarding claim 13: 

The rejection of claim 13 is similar to that for claim 10 as recited above since the stated 
limitations of the claim are set forth in the references. Claim 13's limitations difference 
teachings: logic that browses details of an object {Bogle et ah column 10, lines 57-64) 
as the presentation executes {Bogle et al: column 13, lines 50-67). 
Regarding claim 14: 

The rejection of claim 14 is similar to that for claim 10 as recited above since the stated 
limitations of the claim are set forth in the references. Claim 14's limitations difference 
teachings: logic that displays source code {Bogle et ah column 10, lines 57-64) of the 
presentation as the presentation executes {Bogle et ah column 13, lines 50-67). 
Regarding claim 15: 

The rejection of claim 1 5 is similar to that for claim 10 as recited above since the stated 
limitations of the claim are set forth in the references. Claim 15's limitations difference 
teachings: logic that modifies {Bogle et ah column 13, lines 1 1-24) the presentation 
based on user indicia as the presentation executes {Bogle et ah column 13, lines 50- 
67). 

Regarding claim 16: 

The rejection of claim 16 is similar to that for claim 10 as recited above since the stated 
limitations of the claim are set forth in the references. Claim 16's limitations difference 
teachings: logic that captures {Foster, page 180, paragraphs 2-3, page 181, left column, 
paragraphs 1-2, page 183, left column, paragraph 2) portions {Foster page 182, Figure 
4; Tatsuoka: column 8, lines 47-53, column 47, lines 55-67, column 48, lines 1-17, 



Application/Control Number: 09/868,664 Page 12 

Art Unit: 2129 

column 68, lines 33-55) of the presentation in response to user indicia {Foster, page 
181, The Recommendation Report section, paragraph 2) as the presentation executes 
{Bogle et al: column 13, lines 50-67). 
Regarding claim 17: 

The rejection of claim 17 is similar to that for claim 10 as recited above since the stated 
limitations of the claim are set forth in the references. Claim 17's limitations difference 
teachings: logic that tailors {Tatsuoka: column 7, lines 53-61) feedback {Tatsuoka: 
column 46, lines 59-67, column 47, lines 1-43) based on user indicia {Tatsuoka: column 
39, lines 50-60) as the presentation executes {Bogle et al: column 13, lines 50-67). 
Regarding claim 18: 

The rejection of claim 18 is similar to that for claim 10 as recited above since the stated 
limitations of the claim are set forth in the references. Claim 18's limitations difference 
teachings: logic that presents a tailored {Tatsuoka: column 7, lines 53-61) simulation 
{Tatsuoka: column 64, lines 21-63) based on user indicia {Tatsuoka: column 39, lines 
50-60) as the presentation executes {Bogle etal: column 13, lines 50-67). 

Claims 19-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Moran et al USPN 6,018,346 Treeform graphics system having meeting objects for 
supporting meeting objectives" (Filed Jan. 12, 1998) in view of Tatsuoka in view of 
Foster and in further view of Bogle et al. 
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Regarding claim 19: 

Moran et al discloses a computer-readable medium (column 5, lines 10-40) for creating 
a presentation (column 20, lines 12-25) and having computer-executable instructions to 
perform steps (column 11, lines 43-67; column 12, lines 1-8). 
However, Moran et al doesn't explicitly disclose a computer-readable medium for 
creating a presentation and having computer-executable instructions to perform steps 
comprising: (a) matching a profile against a simulation domain, wherein the profile 
comprises a set of criteria and identifies a desired aspect for a current simulation task, 
(b) presenting information indicative of a goal, (c) integrating information that motivates 
accomplishment of the goal, (d) monitoring progress toward the goal and providing 
feedback that further motivates accomplishment of the goal, wherein the feedback is in 
accordance with the profile and (e) displaying details of the computer-implemented 
method and displaying the presentation as the presentation executes, wherein the 
presentation provides a cognitive educational experience while Tatsuoka teaches (a) 
matching a profile against a simulation domain (column 64, lines 21-53), wherein the 
profile comprises a set of criteria (column 47, lines 18-43) and identifies a desired 
aspect for a current simulation task, Fosfer teaches (b) presenting information indicative 
of a goal (page 178, right column, paragraph 3), (c) integrating (page 177, left column, 
paragraphs 1-2) information that motivates accomplishment of the goal (page 175, 
GOAL-BASED SCENARIOS section; page 176, left column), (d) monitoring progress 
toward the goal and providing feedback (page 185, left column, paragraphs 2-4) that 
further motivates accomplishment of the goal, wherein the feedback is in accordance 
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with the profile and (e) displaying (page 181, The Recommendation Report section, 
paragraph 1) the presentation (page 181, Figure 3) as the presentation executes, 
wherein the presentation provides a cognitive educational experience and Bogle et al 
teaches (e) displaying details (column 1 1 , lines 38-49) of the computer-implemented 
method (column 7. lines 60-67; column 8, lines 1-38) and displaying the presentation as 
the presentation executes, wherein the presentation provides a cognitive educational 
experience. 

Motivation - The portions of the claimed medium would have been a highly desirable 
feature in this art for providing the human test subject with the knowledge he does not 
have {Tatsuoka, column 8, lines 40-46), constructing a realistic task {Foster, page 175, 
right column, paragraph 2) and debugging a virtual application that contains program 
language code from multiple compiled and/or interpreted programming languages 
{Bogle et al, Abstract). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made, to modify Moran et al as taught by Tatsuoka, 
Foster and Bogle et al for the purpose of providing the human test subject with the 
knowledge he does not have, constructing a realistic task and debugging a virtual 
application through programming realistic simulation/presentation domain objectives as 
a function of student knowledge goals. 
Regarding claim 20: 

The rejection of claim 20 is similar to that for claim 19 as recited above since the stated 
limitations of the claim are set forth in the references. Claim 20's limitations difference 
is taught in Tatsuoka: (d)(i) identifying a subset (column 44, lines 30-61) of the 
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simulation domain from at least one characteristic (column 39, lines 41-67; column 40, 
lines 1-35) of the profile; and (d)(ii) determining the feedback (column 45, lines 30-58) in 
accordance with the subset of the simulation domain. 

RESPONSE TO APPLICANTS' AMENDMENT REMARKS 
Information Disclosure Statement (IDS) 

Including missing submissions (De Lange\NO 9832109, Mc/\/f/Jiyr "Artificial 
Intelligence and Mathematics Education", Lai et al "Object lens: a 'spreadsheet' for 
cooperative work", Cooper et a/ "Rule-Based Programming with 0PS5" and Cleary et al 
"Practical methods for automatically generating typed links", missing page 36 only), 
please find with this action numerous corrections made in reconsidering applicant's 
2/7/02 IDS: In noting the year of publication for McArthur's "The Roles of Artificial 
Intelligence in Education" as 1 993, the applicant is requested to compare the subject 
matter in other version(s) of the document (80 page, for example) suggested in 
http://www.rand.org/pubs/drafts/DRU472 with the 42 page version previously submitted. 
A comment on any differences between the other version(s) pertinent to the 
patentability of the instant invention is solicited with relevant citations. A submission of 
the version(s) with any patentably pertinent differences will also be required. 

Claim Objections 

The examiner notes the amendments to claims 6-9 and 15-18 (Amendment 
REMARKS page 6, Claim Objections section) for overcoming the earlier objection to 



Application/Control Number: 09/868,664 Page 16 

Art Unit: 2129 

claims 6-9 and 15-18. However, applicant's new claim 20 is objected to because of the 
following informalities: 'claim 20' on page 5, line 1 would read well as 'claim 19', '(d)(i)' 
on page 5, line 3 would read well as '{a){\y and '(d)(ii)' on page 5, line 5 would read well 
as '(a)(iiy. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

Applicant argues that the combination of Zeller et al "DDD - A Free Graphical 
Front-End for Unix Debuggers" and Cook et alWA.P.O International Publication No. 
(WO) 97/44766 fails to teach or even suggest the features of 

• matching a profile against a simulation domain, wherein the profile 
comprises a set of criteria and identifies a desired aspect for a current 
simulation task and 

• monitoring progress toward the goal and providing feedback that further 
motivates accomplishment of the goal, wherein the feedback is in 
accordance with the profile 

(Amendment REMARKS page 7, paragraphs 2-3). Applicant's arguments have been 
fully considered, but are moot in view of new grounds of rejection. 

In agreeing that Cook et al and Zeller et al taken either individually or in 
combination do not disclose the methods, apparata and media of the inventions defined 
in claims 1-20, the examiner notes the new issue raised: matching a profile against a 
simulation domain, wherein the profile comprises a set of criteria and identifies a 
desired aspect for a current simulation task . As a result of the foregoing, column 64, 
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lines 21-53 and column 47, lines 18-43 of Tatsuoka United States Patent Number 
(USPN) 6,260,033 and page 185, left column, paragraphs 2-4 of Foster "FRA: Teaching 
Financial Accounting with a Goal-Based Scenario", respectively, are cited individually 
and in combination with Amado USPN 5,701,400, Bogle etal USPN 6,353,923, Gardner 
et al USPN 5,239,617 and Moran et al USPN 6,018,346 for explicitly and inherently 
disclosing the subject matter in the claims argued by the applicants. 

Through programming realistic simulation/presentation domain objectives as a 
function of student knowledge goals, the motivations for combining the references 
include providing the human test subject with the knowledge he does not have 
{Tatsuoka, column 8, lines 40-46), constructing a realistic task {Foster, page 175, right 
column, paragraph 2), debugging a virtual application that contains program language 
code from multiple compiled and/or interpreted programming languages {Bogle etal, 
Abstract), achieving a user goal and explanations tailored to what the system perceives 
such goal to be {Gardner et al, column 3, lines 50-55), allowing sets of rules to be 
learned from training data and simulated problem models {Amado, column 12, lines 47- 
54) and trying to provide tools on an electronic whiteboard, such as the LiveBoard, that 
are finely tuned to a variety of different meeting practices {Moran etal, column 12, lines 
63-67; column 13, lines 1-5). 

As set forth above with regards to Tatsuoka, Foster, Amado, Bogle et al, Gardner et 
al and Moran et al, the items listed explicitly and inherently teach each element of the 
applicants' claimed limitations. Applicants have not set forth any distinction or offered 
any dispute between the claims of the subject application, Tatsuoka's Method for 
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remediation based on knowledge and/or functionality, Foster's FRA: Teaching Financial 
Accounting with a Goal-Based Scenario, Amadous Method and apparatus for applying if- 
then-else rules to data sets in a relational data base and generating from the results of 
application of said rules a database of diagnostics linked to said data sets to aid 
executive analysis of financial data. Bogle et afs Active debugging environment for 
debugging mixed-language scripting code, Gardner et ars Method and apparatus 
providing an intelligent help explanation paradigm paralleling computer user activity and 
Moran et a/'s Freeform graphics system having meeting objects for supporting meeting 
objectives. 



New Claims 

Applicant argues that new claims 19-20 are supported by the specification as 
originally filed on page 9, lines 3-34 (Amendment REMARKS page 8, New Claims 
section). Even if the specification did not support new claims 19-20 or amended claims 
1 , 6-10 and 15-18, earlier admitted prior art and the above response to the 6/1/05 
amendment should convince the applicant that the instant invention's subject matter 
related to an apparatus that creates or a computer-implemented method and computer- 
readable medium for creating a presentation having computer-executable instructions is 
not patentably novel over the prior art: Anderson et al USPN 5,576,844 column 4, lines 
12-46, column 7, lines 9-35, column 9, lines 12-17, column 12, lines 14-59 (Fig. 8) and 
column 23, lines 4-22, for example. 
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Conclusion 

The following prior art made of record is cx)nsidered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure: 

- Jones etal; US 5644334 A; Status indicators of an improved graphical user interface 

- Gregory et al; US 5937190 A; Architecture and methods for a hardware description 
language source level analysis and debugging system 

- Schanz; US 6064968 A; Systems, methods and computer program products for 
identifying unique and common legal requirements for a regulated activity among 
multiple legal jurisdictions 

- Ulwick; US 5963910 A; Computer based process for strategy evaluation and 
optimization based on customer desired outcomes and predictive metrics 

- Brownsmith; US 6333999 B1; Systematic enumerating of strings using patterns and 
rules 

- Gill et al; US 6081262 A; Method and apparatus for generating multi-media 
presentations 

- Moore et al; US 5630127 A; Program storage device and computer program product 
for managing an event driven management information system with rule-based 
application structure stored in a relational database 

- Howard et al; US 6230153 B1 ; Association rule ranker for web site emulation 

- Griswold et al; US 5749736 A; Method and system for computerized learning, 
response, and evaluation 
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- Guay et al; US 5907844 A; Dynamic external control of rule-based decision making 
through user rule inheritance for database performance optimization 

- Thurlow et al; US 6057841 A; System and method for processing electronic messages 
with rules representing a combination of conditions, actions or exceptions 

- Suver; US 6016497 A; Methods and system for storing and accessing embedded 
information in object-relational databases 

- Hudis et al; US 62531 95 B1 ; Optimized query tree 

- Miyashita; US 5301260 A; Inference processor using data consistency holder 

- Egilsson; US 6286017 B1; Graphical environment for managing and developing 
applications 

- Kim et al; US 6003143 A; Tool and method for diagnosing and correcting errors in a 
computer program 

- Bates et al; US 6295613 B1 ; Debug watch mechanism and method for debugging a 
computer program 

- Darnell et al; US 4941 1 02 A; Two-step debugger for expert systems 

- Tanaka; US 5899985 A; Inference method and inference system 

- Sanders; US 641 1936 81 ; Enterprise value enhancement system and method 

- Fletcher et al; US 5590057 A; Training and certification system and method 

- Corder; US 5302132 A; Instructional system and method for improving communication 
skills 

- Garberetal; US 4905163 A; Intelligent optical navigator dynamic information 
presentation and navigation system 
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- Lewis et al; US 5059127 A; Computerized mastery testing system, a computer 
administered variable length sequential testing system for making pass/fail decisions 

- Parry et al; US 6077085 A; Technology assisted learning 

- Sanchez-Lazer et al; US 6000945 A; System and method for computer based test 
assembly 

- Shasha; US 5809212 A; Conditional transition networks and computational processes 
for use interactive computer-based systems 

- Rice et al; US 5788504 A; Computerized training management system 

- Jenkins et al; US 6293801 B1; Adaptive motivation for computer-assisted training 
system 

- L'Allieret al; US 6039575 A; Interactive learning system with pretest 

- Bullen; US 6033226 A; Machining tool operator training system 

- Calloway; US 4714254 A; Board game simulating educational methods - has pieces 
moved about board spaces responsive to random number indicator, and includes 
question and answer cards 

- Jones; US 6005566; Method for mediating social and behavioral processes in 
medicine and business through an interactive telecommunications guidance system 

- Lee etal; US 5441415; Interactive computer aided natural learning method and 
apparatus 

- Williams et al; WO 9844443; INTERACTIVE LEARNING STYLE TOOLS FOR 
COMPUTER SYSTEMS 
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- Potts et al; US 5,297,280; Automatically retrieving queried data by extracting query 
dimensions and modifying the dimensions if an extract match does not occur 

- Brown; Exploring algorithms using Balsa-ll; Computer; Vol. 21, Is. 5; May 1988; pp 14- 
36 

- Stasko; Tango: a framework and system for algorithm animation; Computer; Vol. 23, 
Is. 9; Sept. 1990; pp 27-39 

- Joshi et al; A Framework for the Optimization of Discrete-Event Simulation Models; 
17th American Society for Engineering Management National Conference; October 10- 
12, 1996; 6 pages 

- Ct)en et al; A reliability model for real-time rule-based expert systems; IEEE 
Transactions on Reliability; Vol. 44, Is. 1; March 1995; pp 54-62 

- Ando et al; Rules for describing multi-attribute information and its efficient pattern 
matching; IEEE International Conference on Intelligent Processing Systems; Vol. 2; 28- 
31 Oct. 1997; pp 953-957 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
Office should be directed to Meltin Bell whose telephone number is 571-272-3680. This 
Examiner can normally be reached on Mon - Fri 7:30 am - 4:00 pm. 

If attempts to reach this Examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, his supervisor, 
David Vincent, can be reached on 571-272-3080. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (571) 273-8300. 
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Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 571-272- 
2100. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



MB / , 
January 3, 2006 




